Questions for Tolling Chapter Meeting Participants
April 17, 2008 Meeting

Note: questions in bold are higher priority. Additional questions to be addressed as time permits. 

Real World Examples / Lessons Learned

What percentage of roads/facilities in this country/globally are currently tolled?  What kind of revenue does that generate (looking for good data)?  Where does that revenue currently go?
What portion of toll roads are government owned versus private or PPP?

What are the lessons learned from these tolling examples?

Europe and Asia use tolling and PPPs more than the US; does it lead to better infrastructure?
What about truck only tolled lanes?
Federal Role

What should the federal government do vis a vis tolling and how?

How could current policy obstacles to tolling (i.e. ban on tolling interstates) be removed? Should they be? What incentives can/should the federal government create to encourage/reward decisions to toll? 

Public Opinion / Political Considerations
What messages or strategies have been used to win public opinion and/or political support?  Issues of equity, double taxation, costs for goods movement etc. are raised by opponents.

If the political will is not there to raise fuel taxes to a level anywhere close to meeting current system maintenance needs, is there something unique about tolling that will make it less vulnerable to politics?

What industry groups, think tanks, voting constituencies are opposed to tolling?  In favor of tolling?  What is the relative power of the political opposition and political support?

To what extent is the consumer (passenger and/or goods carrier) willing to pay for roads?

Governance / Operational issues
What is the basis for analyzing what roads or facilities would be good candidates for tolling?
How would facility tolling integrate with possible pricing or VMT schemes?

How can/should governance of price setting be handled (i.e., who determines tolling rates and how)? How can the issue of the tradeoffs between optimal pricing (revenue maximization), traffic flow/throughput, and traffic diversion be best addressed?
Are there ways to make tolls less regressive?

Can tolls be calibrated to address externalities such as air pollution, congestion etc.? 
Where do/should tolling revenues go?  Restricted to the same facility, the same corridor, or used to subsidize other parts of the system?

What is/should be the interplay between federal, state and local governments in implementing and utilizing facility tolling?

Technology Questions

What are the current technology options for toll collection?  How long before a universal system would/could be feasible?

Should the federal government set standards, or specifications?  Are states already moving towards systems that are regionally integrated?  What is the timeline for OEM technologies installed in new cars to lay the foundation for broader tolling?

The Commission’s Role
If the Commission decides to advance tolling, what is the most important thing it should recommend?  Significant funding for research and development (to assess technologies and establish architecture)?  More (advanced and larger) pilot programs? 
Between “more study” and “full implementation” what are some feasible / practical / meaningful policy recommendations?  Are there any useful precedents in the U.S. for fundamentally changing the way perceived public goods are funded?  What are the important issues in transitioning from our current system to a road pricing system?

Note: the Interim Report outlines the Commission’s methodology for assessing different revenue mechanisms.  We hope the discussion generated by the above questions will allow us to evaluate tolling in the following way (see following page for preliminary evaluation criteria).
Preliminary Evaluation Criteria (under review):

Applicability to Level of Government – the extent to which a particular level(s) of government is well-suited to implement the mechanism (i.e., federal, state, local).

Revenue Potential – the extent to which the mechanism’s revenue potential at politically acceptable rates matches investment needs (at relevant federal-state-local levels).

Sustainability – the extent to which the mechanism can be adjusted easily by system operators or policy makers to meet needs, including but not limited to adjusting for inflation. This evaluation factor also incorporates the relative scalability, stability, and predictability of the generated revenues.

Flexibility – the extent to which the mechanism is appropriate to be used for a wide (and potentially changing) range of investments and to be adjusted over time to meet changing objectives, market dynamics, technology options, etc. 
Public Acceptance and Legal/Political Viability – the relative feasibility of gaining public and political acceptance of the mechanism compared to other mechanisms (at relevant federal-state-local levels).

Ease/Cost of Implementation – a measure of the relative ease and cost to implement compared to other mechanisms (at relevant federal-state-local levels). 

Ease/Cost of Administration – a measure of the relative cost-effectiveness of utilizing the particular mechanism to raise revenue in terms of the ongoing cost of administration (at relevant federal-state-local levels).

Ease/Cost of Compliance – the extent to which the mechanism minimizes evasion and the cost of enforcement compared to other alternatives (at relevant federal-state-local levels). 

Promotion of Efficient Use – the extent to which the mechanism incentivizes efficient use of the system by influencing travel choices and behavior.

Promotion of Efficient Investment and Operations – the extent to which the mechanism incentivizes infrastructure investments based on transparent and performance-based criteria and incentivizes owners and operators to operate and manage the system in the safest and most effective manner.

Minimization of Negative Externalities – the extent to which the mechanism can facilitate appropriate accounting for adverse side effects, such as pollution, noise, congestion (and associated time loss/economic impact), and accidents.

User/Beneficiary Equity (User/Beneficiary Pay Principle) – the extent to which the mechanism can be structured to charge those who directly use or otherwise benefit from the funded investment.  This criterion is meant to capture whether the impact of the tax or charge is proportionate to the benefits to individual users or user group 

Social Equity – the extent to which the mechanism limits costs for those who face the most difficulty in paying, including but not limited to the avoidance of regressive tax structures.

Generational Equity – the extent to which the mechanism can be used to allocate costs appropriately between current and future users.

Geographic Equity – the extent to which the cost allocation/impact of the mechanism can be structured to match the geographic distribution of the benefit of the funded investments; also, the extent to which the mechanism can help fund system improvements in places that are geographically or economically disadvantaged.

Appropriateness of Dedicated Revenue Streams – the extent to which it is appropriate to dedicate revenue from a particular funding mechanism to a particular use or set of uses, whether transportation generally or specific subsets of transportation investment. 
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